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STIPPT EME NT AT, EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



This is in response to appellant's reply brief on appeal filed on Feb. 2,1998. 
Response to App elant Arguments: 

(1 ) Related Appeals and Interferences 

A statement identifying the related appeals and interferences which will directly affect 
or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the decision in the pending appeal is contained 
in the brief. 

(2) Grouping of Claims 
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Appellant's brief includes a statement that claims 1-5 and 10-14 do not stand or fall 
together and provides reasons as set forth in 37 CFR 1.192(c)(7) and (c)(8). 
(3) Appellant argues that Examiner applied new ground of rejection to claims 6-9 by 
applying Claris. This statement is not true because on page 4 of the Examiner's Answer, 
claims 6-9 are rejected by Apple computer, Inc. In the response to the argument the Examiner 
only stated that Claris could be applied to reject claim 8, but never used Claris to reject claim 
8. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 
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